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OPI NI ON
PER CURI AM

G fford Roy Thonmpson petitions this Court for review of the final
order of the Board of Inmm gration Appeals dism ssing his appeal
fromthe Inmmgration Judge's order. W deny Thonpson's petition.

Despite two extensions of tinme in which to file applications
seeki ng

relief fromdeportation with the Immgration Judge (1J), Thonpson
failed to tinely file original copies of his applications and
supporting

materials. He also failed to file fee receipts or waivers with any
of his

application materials. Thonpson does not contest his failure to
file

tinmely originals, heonly asserts that the I mm grati on Judge's di s-
m ssal of his applications for |ack of prosecution anmounted to a
vi ol a-

tion of procedural due process given that he filed tinmely copies of
t hese docunents.

Imm gration regulations require that all "[a]pplications and
petition

forms nmust be submitted in the original.” 8 CF.R 8§ 103.2(b)(4)
(1996). These regul ations alsorequire that a fee recei pt or wai ver
acconpany any application or docunent requiring paynent of a fee.
8 CF.R 8 3.31(b) (1996). Thonpson failed to conply with these
requi rements and t hus hi s applications were not properly filedwth
the 1J. This failure to properly file within the appropriate tine
peri od

effectively waives his opportunity to file. 8 CF.R 8 3.31(c)
(1996) .

The adm nistrative record reveals that Thonpson was clearly told
what applications and docunents he needed to file with the 1J. He
was

al so given two extensions of timeinwlichtofile these docunents.
Accordingly, we find that he had a full and fair opportunity to
file his

applications. We thus find no procedural due process violation in
t he



| mm gration Judge's dismssal of his applications for |ack of

pr osecu-
tion or the Board's decision dismssing his appeal on this sane

basi s.
We therefore deny his petition for review.
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